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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 18 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

4. Currently amended claim 1 recites the new limitation "determining using a 
computer processor an appropriate manner of executing the selected function on the 
selected object" [lines 5-6] and "automatically causing the execution of the selected 
function on the selected object in the appropriate manner" [lines 11 - 12], There does 
not appear to be a written description of the claimed limitation in the application as filed. 
Throughout the specification, applicant discloses that the user determines an 
appropriate manner of executing the selected function on the selected object. For 
example, specification discloses the system application determines whether to duplicate 
[selected function] the object [selected object] in the destination project or whether to 
take no action by prompting the user to input the desired result [emphasis added; p. 1 9, 
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lines 6 - 9]. Further down on the same page, applicant discloses the system application 
determines whether to keep the destination object as it is, replace the destination object 
with the source object, or duplicate the object by prompting the user [p. 19, lines 13 - 
1 9]. Although the user is only prompted if the selected object already exists in the 
destination project, the scope of the claims is broad enough to include both situations 
[selected object does not exist in the destination project and the selected object already 
exists in the destination project]. When the selected object already exists in the 
destination object, an appropriate manner of executing the selected function on the 
selected object is determined by a user [not a computer processor] and the user causes 
execution of the selected function on the selected object [this step is not done 
automatically]. Therefore, the applicant fails to disclose "determining using a computer 
processor an appropriate manner of executing the selected function on the selected 
object" and "automatically causing the execution of the selected function on the selected 
object in the appropriate manner" in the specification as filed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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6. Claims 1,10 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by "MicroStrategy Administrator" Version 6.0 (hereinafter MicroStrategy) 
published on October 1999. This reference was cited in Information Disclosure 
Statement submitted on September 30, 2002. 

7. As to claim 1 , MicroStrategy teaches a method for managing groups of objects 
[MicroStrategy Object Manager enables you to move objects easily by using familiar 
drag-and-drop and cut-and-paste actions; p. 27, 1 st paragraph] for use in a reporting 
system project [EIS contains reporting modules; p. 94] comprising the steps of: 

receiving a command [copying and moving objects] to perform a selected 
function on a selected object [MicroStrategy Object Manager allows you to open more 
than one project at a time, which makes it easy for you to transfer items between open 
project; p. 28, 1 st paragraph]; 

automatically identifying dependent objects referred to by the selected object 
[finding object dependencies; p. 58 - 60]; 

determining using a computer processor an appropriate manner of executing the 
selected function [Click Copy on the dialog bar. Then highlight a selection and click 
Paste on the dialog bar to copy over the selection; p. 28, 4 th paragraph]; 

determining using a computer processor appropriate functions to be performed 
on the dependent objects [sometimes when moving or copying an object with child 
objects, the child objects need to be copied as well; p. 28, 3 rd paragraph]; 
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automatically causing the appropriate functions to be performed on the 
dependent objects [MicroStrategy Object Manager will need to create one or more 
folders in the destination to hold the child objects; p. 28, 3 rd paragraph]; and 

automatically causing the execution of the selected function in the appropriate 
manner [MicroStrategy Object Manager checks to see whether an object of the same 
name already exists; if not, the copy operation is completed; p. 29, 1 st - 3 rd paragraphs]. 

8. As to claim 10, this is a system claim that corresponds to method claim 1 ; note 
the rejection to claim 1 above, which also meet this system claim. 

9. As to claim 1 8, this is a product claim that corresponds to method claim 1 ; note 
the rejection to claim 1 above, which also meet this product claim. 

10. Claims 1, 3 - 5, 10 - 12 and 16 - 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent NO. 5,854,932 to Mariani. 

11. As to claim 1 , Mariani teaches a computer implemented method for managing 
groups of objects [source code files 60 and header files] for use in a reporting system 
project [a development environment 52 which includes various tools 54 for creating, 
editing, and compiling source code files 60 and header files 62 for a user's programming 
project; col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 7] comprising the steps of: 
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receiving a command [modify] to perform a selected function on a selected object 
[With the editors 70, the user can directly modify or add C++ statements to the source 
code files 60 and header files 62; col. 8, lines 7 - 22]; 

automatically identifying using a computer processor dependent objects referred 
to by the selected object [for each of the object code files 82.. .the minimal rebuild 
system 1 00 generates dependency information. ..consisting of a set of classes.. .on 
which the respective object code file depends, and a set of dependency types.. .of the 
object code file on each class in the set; col. 12, lines 27 - 67]; 

determining using a computer processor an appropriate manner of executing the 
selected function [minimal rebuild system 100 determines when recompiling can be 
avoided by determining how the object code files 82 are dependent on the header files 
62; col. 9, lines 1-15]; 

determining using a computer processor appropriate functions to be performed 
on the dependent objects [minimal rebuild system 100 selectively recompiles the source 
code files 60. ..so as to detect changes to all header files 62. ..that were changed since 
the last build of the project. The minimal rebuild system 100 then utilizes the detected 
changes to the header files 62 to determine which of the remaining source code files 60 
to recompile and which recompiles can be avoided; col. 17, lines 18 - 30]; 

automatically causing the appropriate functions to be performed on the 
dependent objects [omit compiling selected source file and resave object file, step 174, 
Fig. 6B; compile selected source file into object file, step 176, Fig. 6B; col. 19, lines 33 - 
67]; and 
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automatically causing the execution of the selected function on the selected 
object in the appropriate manner [minimal rebuild system 100 first recompiles the 
source code files that were changed since the user's project was last built; col. 17, lines 
30-43]. 

12. As to claim 1 0, this is a system claim that corresponds to method claim 1 ; note 
the rejection to claim 1 above, which also meet this system claim. 

1 3. As to claim 1 8, this is a product claim that corresponds to method claim 1 ; note 
the rejection to claim 1 above, which also meet this product claim. 

14. As to claim 3, Mariani teaches the step of causing the appropriate functions to be 
performed on the dependent objects is performed prior to the step of causing the 
execution of the selected function in the appropriate manner [minimal rebuild system 
100 reorders this list to place any source code files 60 that have changed since the 
user's project was last rebuilt first in the list; col. 17, lines 43 - 65]. 

1 5. As to claim 4, Mariani teaches the objects are grouped in projects and the 
selected function relates to manipulating objects within and between projects [For use in 
creating and editing the source code files 60 and header files 62 of the user's project, 
the development tools 54 of the environment 52 comprise one or more editors 70, and 
automated source code generators 72; col. 8, lines 7 - 22] and wherein within each 
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project each object has a unique identifier [search for a name in the scope of the class; 
col. 13, lines 25 - 50] and a version identifier [date and time of the last change made to 
the header files; col. 1 0, lines 8 - 45]. 

16. As to claim 5, Mariani teaches comparing dependent objects at a source and 
objects at a destination to determine whether an object at the destination exists in an 
identical form to each of the dependent objects at the source and whether an object at 
the destination exists in a modified form to each of the dependent objects at the source 
[minimal rebuild system 100 preferably determines which of the header files 62 were 
changed since the project was last built by comparing the date stamps of the header 
files to their last known date stamps; col. 1 8, lines 34 - 48] and determining, based on 
the step of comparing, which dependent object to copy from the source to the 
destination such that the selected object remains complete after execution of the 
selected function in the appropriate manner [the minimal rebuild system 100 selects the 
next source code file in the list that is not yet recompiled. At step 171, the minimal 
rebuild system 100 checks whether the object code file that was compiled in a previous 
build of the project from the selected source code file still exists; col. 1 9, lines 7 - 32]. 

17. As to claim 1 1 , Mariani teaches the operational module interfaces [classes for 
interfacing with database management systems; col. 8, lines 23-43] with projects that 
reside in various environments [Class dependency information is similarly reduced for 
manually generated projects that use a class library; col. 12, lines 28 - 67]. 
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18. As to claim 12, this is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3 above. 

1 9. As to claims 1 6 and 1 7, these are rejected for the same reasons as claim 5 
above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

20. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

21 . Claims 2, 6 - 9 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mariani in view of U.S. Patent NO. 6,112,024 to Almond. 

22. As to claim 2, Mariani does not teach the selected object is contained in 
metadata of an on-line analytical processing system. 

However, Almond teaches an object cycle versioning system [col. 2, lines 39 - 
52] and an object contained in metadata [maps an object into a meta model which 
facilitates version control; col. 3, lines 1-54 and col. 6, lines 40 - 67] of an on-line 
analytical processing program [View reports-quickly view project activity status; col. 39, 
lines 15 -39]. 



Application/Control Number: 09/883,508 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2194 

23. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinarily skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to apply the teaching of storing an object in metadata of an on-line 
analytical processing system as taught by Almond to the invention of Mariani because 
this map objects to representations and allow operations supported by the system for 
versioning will execute correctly even if the objects are stored in a format other than a 
relational database, such as an object-oriented database, a file server, or other storage 
system [col, 3, lines 3-10 of Almond]. 

24. As to claim 6, Mariani as modified teaches the step of receiving is a step of 
receiving a command to copy a selected object from a source project to a destination 
project [Get--copy one or multiple objects to the user's local directory; col. 39, lines 16 - 
39 of Almond]. 

25. As to claim 7, Mariani as modified teaches the unique identifier [search for a 
name in the scope of the class; col. 13, lines 25 - 50 of Mariani] and version identifier 
[date and time of the last change made to the header files; col. 10, lines 8 - 45 of 
Mariani] of objects in the source project are similar to the unique identifier and version 
identifier of objects in the destination project [minimal rebuild system 100 preferably 
determines which of the header files 62 were changed since the project was last built by 
comparing the date stamps of the header files to their last known date stamps; col. 18, 
lines 34 - 48 of Mariani]. 
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26. As to claim 8, Mariani as modified teaches comparing unique identifiers [search 
for a name in the scope of the class; col. 13, lines 25 - 50 of Mariani] and version 
identifiers [date and time of the last change made to the header files; col. 10, lines 8 - 
45 of Mariani], whether the selected object exists in the destination project in an 
identical form and whether the selected object exists in the destination project in a 
modified form [minimal rebuild system 100 preferably determines which of the header 
files 62 were changed since the project was last built by comparing the date stamps of 
the header files to their last known date stamps; col. 18, lines 34 - 48 of Mariani]; and 

selecting whether to copy the selected object from the source project to the 
destination project [Get-copy one or multiple objects to the user's local directory; col. 
39, lines 16 - 39 of Almond], to replace an object in the destination project with the 
selected object [compile selected source file into object file, step 176, Fig. 6B; col. 19, 
lines 33 - 67 of Mariani], and to keep an object in the destination project as is [omit 
compiling selected source file and resave object file, step 174, Fig. 6B; col. 19, lines 33 
- 67 of Mariani]. 

27. As to claim 9, Mariani as modified teaches the step of selecting includes 
prompting the user for a selection [user can directly modify or add C++ statements to 
the source code files 60 and header files 62; col. 8, lines 7 - 23 of Mariani]. 



28. 



As to claim 13, Mariani as modified teaches the operation module interfaces 
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[RPC interface allows the system to surface an Object Cycle API.. .for development 
system clients; col. 2, lines 39 - 54 of Almond] with projects of an on-line analytical 
processing system [View reports-quickly view project activity status; col. 39, lines 15 - 
39 of Almond]. 

29. As to claim 14, Mariani as modified teaches the operational module, upon 
receiving a user command to copy the selected object from a source project to a 
destination project [Get-copy one or multiple objects to the user's local directory; col. 
39, lines 16 - 39 of Almond], determines, by comparing the unique identifiers [search for 
a name in the scope of the class; col. 13, lines 25 - 50 of Mariani] and the version 
identifiers [date and time of the last change made to the header files; col. 10, lines 8 - 
45 of Mariani], whether the selected object exists in the destination project in an 
identical form and whether the selected object exists in the destination project in a 
modified form [minimal rebuild system 100 preferably determines which of the header 
files 62 were changed since the project was last built by comparing the date stamps of 
the header files to their last known date stamps; col. 18, lines 34 - 48 of Mariani]. 

30. As to claim 15, Mariani as modified teaches the operational module 
communicates with the user interface to select whether to copy the selected object from 
the source project to the destination project [Get-copy one or multiple objects to the 
user's local directory; col. 39, lines 16-39 of Almond], to replace an object in the 
destination object with the selected object [compile selected source file into object file, 
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step 176, Fig. 6B; col. 19, lines 33 - 67 of Mariani], and to keep an object in the 
destination project as is [omit compiling selected source file and resave object file, step 
174, Fig. 6B; col. 19, lines 33-67 of Mariani]. 

Response to Arguments 

31 . Applicant's arguments filed November 8, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In response to the Non-Final Office action dated July 6, 2004, applicant argues: 

(1) MicroStrategy does not teach functions that are either accomplished without 
human intervention or by a computer processor [p. 7, lines 3-17]; 

(2) Mariani does not teach or suggest "determining using a computer processor a 
appropriate manner of executing the selected function" and the word "manner" refers to 
the way that something is done, not the fact of whether or not it is done [p. 9, lines 5 - 
15]; 

(3) the Office Action has not shown a single, coherent embodiment of Mariani 
that teaches all the elements of the claims [p. 9, lines 1 6 - 25]; and 

(4) Almond's reference to copying objects fails to teach the subject matter of 
claim 6 because this feature cannot be combined with Mariani in the manner prescribed 
by claim 6 [p. 10, lines 19 - 21]. Copying and recompiling are completed different 
operations that require completely different systems and methods; thus, the 
combination of Mariani and Almond does not teach or suggest claim 6 [p. 1 1 , lines 7 - 
12]. 
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As to argument (1), see the 35 USC § 112 rejection above. As to human 
intervention, examiner notes that the specification of applicant's invention also discloses 
the need for human intervention. With regards to applicant's submission that 
MircoStrateg/s copy functions are not determined by a computer processor, examiner 
notes that a user uses MicroStrategy's Object Manager to copy items between projects 
[p. 28, 1st paragraph]. The MicroStrategy Object Manager is an application executed 
by the computer processor. When the user interacts with the MicroStrategy Object 
Manager to input selected items for copying, the Object Manager program executed by 
the computer processor processes the user's selection to determine an appropriate 
manner of executing the user's selected function. The functions of the MicroStrategy 
Object Manager are accomplished with a computer processor. 

In response to argument (2), examiner respectfully notes that the specification 
identifies an appropriate manner of executing the copy command as copying the object 
to the destination project [p. 18, line 21 - p. 19, line 1], duplicate the object [p. 19, lines 
6 - 8], take no action [p. 19, lines 6 - 8], or replace the destination object [p. 19, lines 13 
- 16]. Copying, duplicating and replacing an object require copying the source object. 
Therefore, the appropriate manner would include either copying the object or taking no 
action. Applicant's argument does not appear to be consistent with the specification. 
However, examiner notes that Mariani teaches "determining using a computer 
processor a appropriate manner of executing the selected function". Mariani teaches 
modifying source code files [command to perform a selected function] that includes 
determining whether to recompile source code files [appropriate manner; see the 
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rejection to claim above]. In other words, whether to recompile the source code files is 
an appropriate manner [separate or addition step] of performing source code 
modification [command to perform a selected function]. 

As to argument (3), examiner notes that "modifying code" in Mariani corresponds 
to a command to perform a selected function of the claims and "recompiling" in Mariani 
corresponds to an appropriate manner of executing the selected function of the claims 
[see also response to argument (2) above]. Additionally, examiner submits the "source 
code file" of Mariani corresponds to the selected object of the claims. The "object code 
file" in element (ii) refers to a dependency analysis method which identifies a set of 
classes [source code files] that the object code file depends [generates dependency 
information... consisting of a set of classes... on which the respective object code file 
depends; col. 12, lines 28 - 36 of Mariani]. 

In response to argument (4), examiner respectfully disagrees and submits that 
the combination of Mariani and Almond teaches claim 6. Both Mariani and Almond 
teaches a project management system [col. 3, line 65 - col. 4, line 15 of Mariani and 
col. 2, lines 39 - 52 of Almond] and it is obvious to back-up or copy a project before the 
project rebuilt to provide an archive of builds for the project. 
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Conclusion 

32. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

33. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Li B. Zhen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3768. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri, 8:30am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571 ) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Li B. Zhen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 94 




